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1. Introduction 

At present, English has the status of the world’s “global language”, also referred 
to asa “lingua franca” (Crystal, 2003, p. 30; Firth, 2009, p. 147; House, 2003, p. 556; 
Jenkins, 2007, p. 200). Its dominating position as a tool of interpersonal commu- 
nication used by people of different nations in many areas of life is undeniable 
and its influence on other national languages - significant. The contemporary 
Russian language is under a big influence of English, which becomes the object of 
multi-dimensional linguistic research (Khoutyz, 2010, p. 197). Foreign elements in 
the language constitute a serious challenge to prescriptive linguists, because their 
job is not only to document and describe the phenomenon itself but also to sanction 
new items in the Russian language system, which is a responsible practical task. 

The topic of this article is the codification of the most recent borrowings of 
British and American English origin in the system of the contemporary Rus- 
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sian language. The analysed anglicisms include the words that function in two 
different areas: the common usage and the codified standard. As signalled in 
the title, those two terms are juxtaposed. Such a juxtaposition of language use 
and standard is conventional, but in this context it is justified, as the proposed 
research is meant to show. 

The analysis will be accompanied by some facts illustrating the history 
of loanwords found in the Russian high-circulation lifestyle magazines (Cos- 
mopolitan, Elle, Glamour, Vogue, Jomawunuti ouaz) published between 2016 
and 2020. The study covered all types of texts published in these periodicals 
(articles, advertisements, reviews, correspondence, editorials, interviews, etc.). 
The choice of magazines of this type as the source of anglicisms was not 
random. They are an important means of lexical transfer and a platform 
for the popularization of loanwords (Kynemosa, 2011, p. 52). It seems that 
foreign words, which are a popular type of neologism, can serve as a good 
example of what happens to lexical innovations from the moment when they 
appear in the language until the time when they are “officially” absorbed by 
the system, i.e. recorded in a dictionary. Here, the discussion will be based 
on studying the presence of the items excerpted from the above-mentioned 
sources of anglicisms in the most recently published lexicographic publica- 
tions (prescriptive spelling dictionaries). The reason for choosing this type 
of dictionary is that they typically contain an extensive record of vocabulary 
and are meant to be the source of correct spelling of any innovations that 
appear in the language. 

This study project also compares common usage resulting from the way 
anglicisms are used in press articles with literary standards sanctioned by 
adequate institutions and approved by prescriptive linguists in Russia. In short, 
the spelling of selected loanwords that have been popularized by the media will 
be compared with the spelling recommended by specialist prescriptive dic- 
tionaries. It is a particularly interesting and important task because the results 
of this study will not only show the formal side of the codification process 
of foreign elements in the Russian language system (the method of spelling 
standardization, etc.) - they can also reveal some threats to the tradition and 
stability of the Russian national language, which have been developed by his- 
torical and cultural heritage. 

A discussion about the linguistic norms requires great caution, since in 
the relatively broad literature related to this topic we can always find contra- 
dictory viewpoints on the very essence of this linguistic phenomenon, which, 
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in consequence, has resulted in the absence of a uniform definition of this term 
(IImenes, 2017, p. 185). Bearing in mind that issues related to linguistic norms 
are delicate and, at the same time, complex research matters, these deliberations 
do not include any categorical statements. The proposed text should be treated 
as an idea of how to organize a certain portion of knowledge in the given field 
based on some subjective observations of linguistic reality. 


2. Research methods 


The proposed analysis is based most of all on the traditional methods of syn- 
chronic description. The project involves both a theoretical discussion and the pre- 
sentation of an empirical study reflecting on the phenomenon in focus. 

The research was conducted to show how the process of loanword codi- 
fication happens in the contemporary Russian language. It involved excerpt- 
ing research material (loanwords of English origin) from texts published 
in the above-mentioned top-ranking Russian-language magazines. Then, 
the selected anglicisms were confronted with the resources of the two most 
recently published spelling dictionaries with a prescriptive status. The first of 
them is currently the biggest academic Russian spelling dictionary (Russkii 
orfograficheskii slovar’, 2016; hereinafter referred to as ROS, 2016), which con- 
tains about 200,000 items (words and phrases), including the latest lexemes that 
entered the Russian language in the twenty-first century. The second spelling 
dictionary (Ob"iasnitel’nyi russkii orfograficheskii slovar’-spravochnik, 2017; 
hereinafter referred to as OROSS, 2017) is another publication of the Russian 
Academy of Sciences, which, despite its smaller size (20,000 vocabulary items), 
contains entries with very useful information for the reader — the spelling rules 
and, in many cases, the origin of a given word. Although a spelling dictionary 
with additional explanations is not a novelty in lexicography, this publication, 
according to its authors, is the first one in the history of academic lexicog- 
raphy to integrate two ways of constructing dictionary entries: by providing 
a relevant rule and etymology (OROSS, 2017, p. iii). Both publications have 
the recommendation of the Russian Academy of Sciences - an institution that 
has an official mandate to “lay down the rules”. 

In order to examine the lexical items selected and the way they function 
in the codified standard more thoroughly, the study also involved the use of 
resources available in the Russian National Corpus database, which records 
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textual innovations found, among others, in the media discourse. However, 
the aim was not to confront the spelling of all the excerpted units with the Cor- 
pus data. As it is here, references to the Corpus data are made only to examine 
the popularity of particular spelling variants of anglicisms. 

The results obtained using the quantitative method should not be general- 
ized and applied to the Russian language as such, as they only present certain 
linguistic phenomena observable in a particular, narrowly defined kind of 
discourse at a particular time. However, based on the results of the study, 
which give an idea of the situation in a given area of language at a given time 
(the language of the selected magazines), we can expect the same tendencies 
in a wider perspective. 


3. Common usage / codified standard / codification 
(terminology explained) 


The linguistic norm has become the object of meticulous research and 
heated discussions worldwide. There have been a lot of inspiring and valuable 
publications in this field, contributed by linguists from different countries, 
e.g. R. Bartsch (1987), L. Bauer (2013), E. B. Beshenkova (bemenkoga, 2016), 
M. Bugajski (1993), D. Cameron (1995), K.S. Gorbachevich (Top6ayesuy, 1978), 
O. E. Ivanova (UBaHosa, 2017), A. Kiklewicz (2017a, 2017b), L. P. Krysin 
(Kppicun, 2017), A. Markowski (2011), I. V. Nechayeva (Heyaesa, 2011), 
J. Puzynina (1997) and others. 

Despite the abundance of studies focused on the linguistic norm, the con- 
cept is still vague, multi-aspectual, internally diversified and, thus, ambiguous. 
In the literature, we can find numerous classifications of the linguistic 
norm, which take into account different aspects and areas (broad or nar- 
row definitions of the term). The Russian linguist L. P. Krysin points out that 
the fact that this term can be understood broadly or narrowly leads to certain 
chaos as the boundaries between other similar concepts become fuzzy. For 
instance, the norm is often equated with common usage and is treated as its 
synonym. In his view, the norm, in the broad sense, means the result of tradi- 
tion, a long-lasting habit of using certain language items and their combinations 
(in this sense, it may indeed be equated with common usage). On the other 
hand, in the narrow sense, the norm is the result of codification, a collection 
of recommendations on the use of lexical units (Kppicuu, 2017, p. 23). 
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A similar distinction is postulated, among others, by J. Puzynina, who 
differentiates between the common usage and the codified standard. She views 
the common usage as aset of socially accepted language items and the meth- 
ods of their integration into sentences and texts. She emphasizes, at the same 
time, the fuzziness of the concept itself and questions the precision of the term 
“socially accepted”. She defines the codified standard asa set of clear 
assessments by the experts, related to language units, their form, meanings and 
the ways in which they can be combined to form sentences, and — in a broader 
sense — the ways they can be used in larger texts (Puzynina, 1997, p. 1). On 
the other hand, A. Markowski, one of the leading Polish prescriptive linguists, 
adds that the codified standard is developed with the use of linguistic reflec- 
tion and intentional reference to tradition and the knowledge of the language 
system. It is a standard in the form of descriptions, prescriptions and models. 
It is only present in the general variety of the language. It is taught and popu- 
larized, constantly cultivated and developed intentionally and purposefully 
(Markowski, 2011, p. 30). 

The concept of a codified linguistic norm is inseparably linked to codifi- 
cation. According to its dictionary definition, codification is the process 
of describing and consolidating the standard language usage in dictionaries, 
grammar books, textbooks, etc. The official codification is consolidated in for- 
mal legal acts, government regulations and other documents (Kapayzos, 2003, 
p. 270). Thus, the vocabulary is codified when it is allowed for use in the literary 
language, i.e. included in the resources of the relevant prescriptive dictionaries. 


4. Codification of loanwords in the contemporary 
Russian (research results and discussion) 


4.1. Introductory remarks — anglicisms in magazine 
discourse 


The transfer of lexis of foreign origin into the contemporary Russian 
language is an intensive process that constitutes a great challenge for prescrip- 
tive linguists. Their task is to take a stand on the presence of borrowings in 
the spoken language. Eventually, loanwords are either included in dictionary 
resources (codified) or ignored (not codified). The process of standardization 
of anglicisms is not easy for several reasons. Firstly, the number of borrowings 
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is relatively large and their entry into the Russian language is spontaneous and 
uncontrolled, which results in a “lexical mess”. Secondly, despite the fact that 
the borrowing of words of English origin has been going on for several centuries, 
the Russian language still does not have any uniform rules of their adaptation 
(graphic, phonetic or morphological), which could facilitate the synergy of 
those two different languages. Although spelling rules are being improved, 
they still have some obvious shortcomings. And, finally, the media certainly do 
not make the task easier for prescriptive linguists. It is the scene of a vigorous 
linguistic revolution that the codifiers have to face and deal with. Let us stop 
at this point and take a closer look at this situation. 

The Russian-language media and, in particular, the analysed magazines 
are a carrier of numerous borrowings (Kynemosa, 2011, p. 52). The authors 
of texts published in Russian magazines (journalists, columnists, copywrit- 
ers, etc.) are eager to use the vocabulary of foreign origin (mainly British and 
American English). This is partly motivated by the pragmatic need to name 
certain things ((puroppau, 2018, p. 172), but another factor at play is what can 
be called snobbism. The authors of such texts want to show their command of 
English, which, according to many modern cosmopolitans, raises the status of 
discourse participants, adds a certain prestige to the text and proves the author’s 
education and openness to the world. What is more, borrowings are used to 
attract the reader’s attention because such intriguing foreign elements have 
a great persuasive potential. 

However, regardless of the reasons why so many loanwords appear in 
the media, it is an objective phenomenon, which is extensively discussed by spe- 
cialists in the field of prescriptive linguistics. The consequences of this dynamic 
process of absorbing foreign lexis include, among others, some problems related 
to spelling and graphic representation and a phenomenon that can be called 
“semantic confusion”, i.e. sometimes Russians use new loanwords without really 
knowing their true meaning. Larisa Ratsiburskaia emphasizes that journalists 
tend to use foreign words their readers do not understand, thus giving their 
texts a pseudo-scientific flavour (Payn6ypcxaa, 2008, p. 226). 

While adopting loanwords, the media, sometimes unconsciously and some- 
times quite intuitively or even thoughtlessly, ignore the standard rules of linguistic 
correctness and create their own language patterns and models. They propagate 
and popularize their own spelling of lexical innovations among the general public. 
In consequence, the linguistic practice in the media is treated as a correct model 
to be followed by the target audience. Magazine readers can rightly assume that 
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the language used by the authors of articles (mostly erudite, well-educated and 
outspoken people) reflects the generally accepted standards of correctness since 
the texts are edited by specialists. Most probably, only a small percentage of Rus- 
sians refer to language guides or dictionaries to check up the correct grammatical 
form, spelling or pronunciation of a difficult word of foreign origin. People usually 
adopt the form that they see or hear in their environment. 


4.2. Loanword codification study 


The anglicisms found in the press constitute quite a numerous group. 
However, only those units that were recorded at least three times in the texts 
were included in the study. The analysis covered 56 selected loanwords. 

The study showed that nearly 50% of the anglicisms excerpted from life- 
style magazines, i.e. functioning in language use, are not recorded in the con- 
sulted prescriptive spelling dictionaries, which means that they have not been 
codified. Those are, for example, such words as: aymg@um, 6bodunozumue/ 
60du-no3umuUe, byNAUHe, BUU-UCM, BOpKWON, KOMbIOHUMU, KOHYenm-cmop, 
NaH4-60Kc, 1yKOyK, MaccmapKkem/macc-mapKem, MusmeHUan, mydbopd, oBepcaii3, 
pecatixnune, pan-6amma, cHan, cmopuc, cmopumenaune, cmpumune, cmpum- 
yd, petix-nowc, ppumapKem, Pydwepune, pauuonucm(a), xeumee/xawumee, 
uenneHox, uummun, etc. The popularity of those units among language users 
is diverse, as shown by the frequency of their occurrence in the Internet. This 
group also includes the most recent anglicisms (cmopumeaaune, pydwepune), 
whose absence in the dictionaries is not surprising because it is natural that 
a certain amount of time is needed for a word to enter the literary language. 
However, what is surprising is the absence of those borrowings that have been 
present in the Russian language for a relatively long time and enjoy a consider- 
able popularity (e.g. pecatixnune, Petix-Hot0c). 

The other part of the empirical material (the remaining 50%) has been 
codified, i.e. recorded in the consulted dictionaries, which is equal to gaining 
the status of lexemes. The question that appears at this point is whether the fact 
that only a half of the vocabulary under scrutiny is recorded in prescriptive 
publications indicates a cautious approach to the standardization of foreign 
lexis and a restrictive nature of the norm, based on which certain units are 
selected while others are dismissed. Maybe such a percentage of words adopted 
in the literary language should be seen as impressive, considering that angli- 
cisms enter the Russian language at a really fast pace. It seems that a definitive, 
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unambiguous answer to these questions is not possible. The attitude one may 
have to the number of codified borrowings is absolutely subjective. 

A separate commentary must be given to the anglicisms that function in the com- 
mon use and, at the same time, have been recorded as headwords in the consulted 
prescriptive dictionaries, which proves their presence in the Russian language 
system. A vast majority of this type of borrowing has the same form of transcrip- 
tion in the common usage of the media discourse and in the codified standard. 
The following units can serve as an example: 6atiep, 6akepayHo, mecceHOxep, Hoy-xay, 
ogpcatio, npecc-penu3, pedu-metid, cKali-~pal, cmankep, cmpum-apm, cmpumcmata, 
matimune, MuMOunOUHe, MpornnuHe, Heiicbundune, Peticnudmune, Ppunancep, 
4exk-lucm, 4uu3Kelix. The same was confirmed by a study on the codification of 
lexical innovations conducted by O. E. Ivanova (UiBaHosa, 2017, p. 84), a Russian 
researcher and co-author of the above-mentioned spelling dictionary (ROS, 2016). 

Codified anglicisms whose prescribed form differs from the common use 
in the analysed media are in the minority. The spelling of some of those words 
deserves a more thorough analysis. 

An example of spelling confusion (the differences in spelling) is the English 
loanword suite (a type of hotel room). Although ROS (2016) makes a clear rec- 
ommendation how the word should be transcribed (cioum), different variants 
have been found in magazines (co1om, croum, and even in the form of an inclu- 
sion written in the Latin alphabet: suit). This situation can be illustrated with 
the following examples from source material: 


e Bxonne, n066u u cotomax pazeemenvi OecaAmKU KapMUH U3 KoneKYUU 
eladenbues omensA — cempu Convdesuna-Kacanc (Elle, March 2017, p. 346); 


e Bponuposana cvtom c Budom Ha oKeaH, a nony4una cmaHoapm c oKHamU 
60 deop (Cosmopolitan, July 2018, p. 177); 


e Camble ManeHoKue croumbl omenA MOHHO Haz6aMb HeEboMbUUMU MorbKO 
ycnoeno: 100 m2 (c yuémom bankona), BaHHaA KoMHaMa Cc OxKAKy3u, 
omoenvuaad 2apdepobnaa - umo ewé MomeM NoHAdObUMbCA OOUHOKOMY 
nymHuKy unUu cuacmau6oim 6m106meHHoIM? (Vogue, February 2018, p. 100). 


Despite dictionary recommendations, in the usus we can notice a more 
frequent use of the variant corom (out of 12 recorded occurrences of this word 
in the analysed magazines, the form coiom appeared nine times, while its 
alternative transcription, ctoum, showed three times). 

The situation is similar for such words as npodaxwen, npomoyuen, pecenuen, 
ewen, dvroxcen, Kuen, which, according to the recommendations of dictionary 
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editors, should be spelled with a final [wen] (AHypuk, 2017, p. 357). It is interesting 
that, in the OROSS dictionary entries of these headwords, it is mentioned that dif- 
ferent spelling variants are used, but there is also a prescribed version of the word’s 
transcription, which is consistent with its pronunciation and the spelling rule given 
in the linguistic guide — a set of rules and patterns (OROSS, 2017, p. 550) appears in 
the dictionary. Despite those recommendations, in the analysed magazines, these 
borrowings function in alternative variants (npomoywen/npomoyun, pecenwen!/ 
pecenun, pewen/hawun, dotoxen/PvrooKkn, akwen/aKxwun). However, in terms of 
statistics, the variant with the final [wu] is more frequently recorded in the texts 
of the periodicals in focus. For instance, the analysis of the said magazines pub- 
lished in 2018 shows that the variant dawn was recorded three times as often as 
gewen — the variant recommended by the dictionaries. 

The dominance of the “non-dictionary” version of transcription of the above- 
mentioned words with the final [wn] is also confirmed by the data compiled in 
the Russian National Corpus (hereinafter referred to as RNC, n.d.). Although 
they are prepared based on other written media, they still illustrate similar 
linguistic tendencies observable in the mass media. The proportions in which 
both spelling variants are used in the press discourse according to RNC (n.d.) 
are shown in Table 1 below.’ 


Table 1. The proportions of spelling variants of anglicisms with a final [wen/wx] in the usus 
(the transcription consistent with the dictionary recommendation versus the transcrip- 
tion inconsistent with the dictionary recommendation). The figures were recorded in 
the Russian National Corpus as of 10 February 2021. 


Transcription with Number of units Transcription with Number of units 
final [wen] recorded in final [wn] recorded in 
(as recommended the RNC (not recommended the RNC 
by ROS) (as of 10 Feb 2021) by ROS) (as of 10 Feb 2021) 

npodaxuen 16 npodaxuin 483 
npomoyumen 78 npomoyun 92 

pecenwmen 43 pecenun 112 
gewmen 22 Pawn 338 
pore 6 Po10HcH 89 

oKWeH 255 IKWH 392 


* Statistical data from the Russian National Corpus (a sub-corpus of the contemporary 
mass media, prepared on the basis of press articles published in the late twentieth and early 
twenty-first centuries) http://www.ruscorpora.ru/ (as of 10.02.2021). 
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As we can see, there is a significant disproportion between how often 
the alternative spelling variants of anglicisms with final [wen] and [wu] are used 
in the press discourse. However, the data compiled in RNC (n.d.) shows that in 
print media, the dominance of transcription inconsistent with the recommenda- 
tions of prescriptive spelling dictionaries does not apply to all anglicisms which 
have different spelling variants. Quite an opposite situation in the common use 
(the dominance of the variant recommended by the codifiers) can be observed 
in the case of some other borrowings, as shown in Table 2 below. 


Table 2. The proportions of spelling variants of selected anglicisms found in the usus (the tran- 
scription consistent with the dictionary recommendation versus the transcription 
inconsistent with the dictionary recommendation). The figures were recorded in 
the Russian National Corpus as of 10 February 2021. 


Transcription of Number of units Transcription of Number of units 
the unit (as recom- | recorded in the RNC | the unit (not recom- | recorded in the RNC 
mended by ROS) (as of 10 Feb 2021) mended by ROS) (as of 10 Feb 2021) 
yUuK-3HO 1,062 yuKeno 381 
ceneOpumu 71 cene6pumuc* 15 
mpeKkune 22 mpeKKuHe 4 
cmpemuune 12 cmpetuune 6 


* Tt should be emphasized that the spelling of a word may depend on its meaning. This is 
the situation we have in the case of the doublet ceze6pumu/cene6pumuc - cene6pumu means 
‘a popular and famous person/people’, while cexe6pumuc may be used to mean ‘popular and 
famous people’ or the ‘elite’. The quantitative data from the Corpus refer to the cene6pumu/ 
cene6pumuc variants used in the first sense, i.e. ‘a popular and famous person/people’. 


In the case of anglicisms whose written form is unstable, we observe 
an obvious competition between alternative spelling variants, as shown in 
the tables above. It seems that the trends spontaneously and intuitively cre- 
ated and then popularized by the common use often win with the codified 
standard, which is intentionally established, restrictive and based on linguis- 
tic traditions. A similar observation was made by S. M. Kuz'mina, a Russian 
researcher in the field of prescriptive linguistics and co-author of the first 
edition of the ROS. She points out that systematic discrepancies between 
the recommended spelling rules and the actual spelling practice indicate 
that the norm has a passive character and that the common usage wins with 
the linguistic norm, which means that the latter should be revised and made 
more precise (Ky3pmuua, 2010, p. 52). 
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There may be several reasons for the co-existence of alternative spelling 
forms. On the one hand, it might result from the fact that text authors and 
editors do not care too much about linguistic correctness or maybe they even 
disregard the already sanctioned literary norms and, thus, the obligation to 
preserve the purity of one’s native language. It is also a sign that linguistic 
role models are changing. On the other hand, text authors may also be over- 
whelmed by the fast pace of changes taking place in the language and are 
confused about the correct spelling of numerous lexical innovations. However, 
at the same time, Kuz'mina argues that the conflict between the codified norm 
and the common usage is one of the most important impulses for language 
development, which sets the ground for the evolution of spelling. She adds that 
the said evolution results from two parallel processes: a free and spontaneous 
development of the language, and its intentional, science-based construction 
(Ky3spMuua, 2010, p. 52). 


4.3. Contemporary prescriptive linguistics - problems 
and challenges 


The current inflow of loanwords (mainly English ones) into the Russian 
language is quite a challenge for the codifiers. As they admit themselves, the lexis 
of foreign origin is problematic due to the scale and pace of its adoption into 
the language and the fact that the whole process of standardization happens in 
a relatively short period of time (ABanosa, 2017, p. 82). What makes the task 
even more complicated is that many of those words are included in dictionaries 
at an early stage of their written language existence, when their development is 
still uncertain. Additionally, standardization is done by specialists (linguistic 
role models) who represent different attitudes to the vocabulary of foreign 
origin (rather liberal, strict or even purist). It happens that the opinions held 
by some codifiers are opposed to those of others (Lprnk, 2016, p. 29). Hence, 
one challenge is to reach a compromise on whether to include a given unit 
in a prescriptive dictionary and, thus, give it a status of a regular element of 
the Russian language system, and yet another challenge is to give it a proper 
form in terms of grammar, spelling, etc. 

Despite the enormous effort made so far to establish the principles of incor- 
porating foreign elements into Russian, it sometimes happens that the criteria of 
including a new unit in dictionaries are not quite clear. The analysis of the indicated 
dictionary resources leads to the following question: Why did the relatively “fresh” 
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anglicisms such as oeepcatid-denusepu and puck-metixep (which, by the way, are 
not recorded in the RNC) find their way into the ROS dictionary while other 
commonly used units such as maccmapkem/macc-mapkem have not been included, 
despite their similar or even greater popularity in society? This phenomenon gives 
the impression that there is an element of chance in the decision-making process 
leading to the incorporation of new words into prescriptive dictionaries. Such 
a situation may be referred toas codification subjectivism, which seems 
to be an inseparable element of the work performed by codifiers. Obviously, this 
observation is not meant as criticism, and its purpose is not to diminish in any 
way the value of the work performed by prescriptive linguists or the fruits of their 
labour, i.e. the dictionaries. Quite to the contrary, the multitude of the problems 
discussed herein shows what a complex task it is to curb and regulate lexical 
innovations occurring in the course of intense and dynamic development of 
civilization and interactions between different language systems. 

This leads to the following question: What else can be done to make 
the loanword codification process less subjective and more objective? Certainly, 
this is yet another challenge faced by the Spelling Committee at the Russian 
Academy of Sciences and other language regulators. What seems to be neces- 
sary at present is to improve the existing formal issues related to loanword 
adaptation and, at the same time, their standardization. We need to develop 
a new paradigm of codification of foreign borrowings, which would be based 
on appropriate methodology and uniform (possibly simplified) spelling rules. If 
the intuitive actions of codifiers are replaced by a relatively restrictive systemic 
approach, lexicographers may get a chance to tidy up the “spelling mess” among 
the borrowings functioning in everyday use and gain control over a balanced 
registration of neologisms in dictionaries. 

The conclusions drawn from the observations made above lead to yet another 
reflection. There is no doubt that language codification is made considerably more 
difficult due to the power of the media, which introduce English borrowings 
and use them in quite a casual and carefree way (often with variable spelling). 
As far as the language is concerned, the mass media are rather chaotic. What is 
more, they develop very dynamically, with an increasing number of them, which 
means that there are more and more participants in the media discourse who 
create the language based on control and dictatorship. The power of the media 
cannot be ignored, as it is well known that they are the source of language pat- 
terns and models, taking this privilege away from literature (Banruua, 2003, 
pp. 4-5). This is an undeniable fact that regulators must deal with. 
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5. Conclusions 


The analysis showed that the consulted prescriptive dictionaries do not 
record approximately half of the anglicisms found in the examined periodicals. 
This means that the process of their full adoption into the language system is not 
complete. On the other hand, the remaining lexical units have been recorded in 
the dictionaries and, thus, have been fully introduced into the Russian language. 
The study also revealed another problem that concerns most language users, that 
is, the inconsistency between the transcription of particular units in the codified 
standard represented by specialist dictionaries and the common usage reflected 
in the press. Based on the conducted analyses, we can formulate a thesis that 
the codified standard and the common usage are in permanent competition, 
which seems to be a natural and, most importantly, inevitable linguistic phe- 
nomenon in the times of globalization and dynamic civilizational development, 
including the media, which play a particularly important role in popularizing 
language patterns and models. The norm must stand the test of time. 


Abbreviations 
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Common Usage vs Codified Standard: 
Problems with the Codification of Anglicisms 
in the Contemporary Russian Language 


Summary 


This article focuses on the important problem of codification of the most recent 
borrowings of British and American English origins in the contemporary Russian 
language. Standardization of loanwords is a current issue of vital importance, as 
it has a global reach, which means that it affects not only the Russian language 
but many other national languages that are under the influence of the English 
language - the contemporary lingua franca. The codification of the lexis of foreign 
origin is examined based on material obtained from contemporary lifestyle maga- 
zines published in Russian. This type of press disseminates borrowed neologisms 
particularly intensively and, at the same time, creates the language use of the given 
discourse. The excerpted vocabulary items have been confronted with the lexis of 
the most recent Russian spelling dictionaries. The deliberations contained in this 
paper show a fragment of linguistic reality changing under the influence of ubiq- 
uitous English language, where common usage competes with the linguistic norm. 
The article shows the difficulties caused by lexical transfer of loanwords faced by 
specialists in prescriptive linguistics (e.g. common problem of orthographic variation). 


Norma uzualna vs norma skodyfikowana. 
O problemach kodyfikacji anglicyzméw 
we wspolczesnym jezyku rosyjskim 
Streszczenie 
Niniejszy artykut zwraca uwage na istotny problem kodyfikacji najnowszych 
zapozyczen anglo-amerykanskiej proweniencji we wspdiczesnej ruszczyZnie. 
Temat standaryzacji zapozyczen jest aktualny i niezwykle wazny, bowiem ma 


on zasieg globalny, zatem dotyczy nie tylko jezyka rosyjskiego, lecz wielu innych 
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jezykow narodowych, ktére znajduja sie pod wptywem angielszczyzny — wspot- 
czesnej lingua franca. Badanie kodyfikacji leksyki obcego pochodzenia oparto 
na materiale zaczerpnietym z najnowszych rosyjskojezycznych czasopism kolo- 
rowych typu life style. Ten rodzaj prasy szczegdlnie ochoczo rozpowszechnia 
zapozyczone neologizmy, jednoczesnie kreuje uzus danego dyskursu. Wyeks- 
cerpowany material por6wnano z leksyka zawarta w najnowszych slownikach 
ortograficznych jezyka rosyjskiego. Niniejsze rozwazania daja obraz fragmentu 
rzeczywistosci jezykowej zmieniajacej sie pod wplywem wszechobecnej angielsz- 
czyzny, w ktorej uzus konkuruje z norma jezykowa. Ponadto wskazano tu szereg 
probleméw wywolywanych zapozyczeniami leksykalnymi, z kt6rymi zmagaja 
sie specjalisci z obszaru jezykoznawstwa normatywnego (np. powszechny pro- 
blem wariantywnosci ortograficznej zapozyczen). 


Keywords: anglicism; media discourse; Russian language; codification; linguistic norm; 
common usage 
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